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3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fornnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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10) 12 The drawing(s) filed on 15 September 1999 is/are: a)M accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
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Art Unit: 2854 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, and 5 - 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kato et al. (JP 10-204,355) in view of Jones et al. (US 5,936,008), Ishii et al. (JP 10-203,039), 
Chocholaty et al. (US 4,130,126), and Love, III (US 4,718,340). 

Kato et al. teach a method of lithographic printing (paragraphs 83 and 101) comprising 
forming an image based on signals of image data directly on a printing plate precursor 
(paragraphs 8, 13, and 66, figure 1), wherein the step of forming the image is carried out by an 
ink jet recording method (paragraphs 8 and 63 - 65, figure 1) in which oil based ink is ejected 
utilizing an electrostatic field (paragraphs 5 and 63), further comprising using a device for fixing 
the image on the printing plate precursor by heating (paragraphs 33 and 99), wherein the printing 
plate has an image receiving layer (paragraphs 8, 36, and 66 - 67), and the oil based ink 
comprises electroscopic particles (claim 2 and paragraphs 14, 59, and 60). Kato et al. do not 
teach a heat roller, controlling the concentration of the ink, forming the image when the plate 
precursor is mounted on a plate cylinder and wherein the image receiving layer is hydrophilic at 
the time of imaging. Note that Kato et al. teach imparting the hydrophihcity after imaging in 
paragraphs 82 and 101. 

Jones et al. teach the conventionality of heat roll heating an ink jetted image. See column 
5 lines 9 - 21 of Jones et al. 
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Chocholaty et al. teach controlling the concentration of the ink by feeding a concentrated 
ink and a diluent. See column 1 lines 17-26 and column 5 lines 1 - 3 of Chocholaty et al, for 
example. 

Ishii et al. teach the conventionality of either providing a hydrophilic layer or, if 
necessary, desensitizing the image receiving layer to impart greater hydrophilicity. See 
paragraph 25 of Ishii et al. and pages 26 - 27 in appHcant's substitute specification. 

Love teaches the desirability of imaging a printing plate in press. See columns 2 and 3, 
the paragraph bridging columns 1 1 and 12, and column 21 lines 13-37 of Love, for example. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the method of 
Kato et al. with a heat roller in view of Jones et al. teaching heat rollers as a conventional fixing 
device, controlling the ink concentration in view of Chocholaty et al. to provide proper printing 
contract, a hydrophilic image receiving layer in view of Ishii et al. to forego the desensitizing 
step and imaging the plate in press in view of Love to achieve the many benefits of directly 
imaging the plate in press. With respect to claim 2 Kato et al. teaches the ink as recited (see 
claim 1 of Kato et al., for example). With respect to claim 7 it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to provide the method of Kato et al. with a full line head as disclosed 
by Love to achieve faster imaging of the plate. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al. in view 
of Jones et al., Chocholaty et al, Ishii et al. and Love as applied to claims 1, 2, and 5 - 7 above, 
and further in view of Masaaki (JP 58-147,373). Masaaki teaches the conventionality of a means 
for removing dust from a recording medium before imaging. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to provide the method of Kato et al., as modified by Jones et al., 
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Chocholaty et aL, Ishii et al. and Love, with the step of removing dust before imaging in view of 
Masaaki so as to prevent dust from interfering with the deposition of ink onto the plate. 

Claims 8-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al. 
in view of Jones et al., Chocholaty et al., Ishii et al and Love as applied to claims 1, 2, and 5-7 
above, and further in view of Arway et al. (US 4,555,712). Arway et al. teach the 
conventionality of a means (22) for supplying ink, means (26) for recovering ink, means (40) for 
controlling the temperature of ink, and means (44) for controlling a concentration of ink for an 
ink jet print head. See Figure 1 of Arway et al., for example. Arway et al. does not teach means 
for stirring ink inside the ink tank but such is widely conventional in the art. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the method of Kato et al, as modified by 
Jones et al, Chocholaty et al, Ishii et al and Love, with various means for controlling the ink 
inside the tank in view of Arway et al. so as to provide ink to the head in an optimum condition. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al. in 
view of Jones et al, Chocholaty et al, Ishii et al and Love as applied to claims 1, 2, and 5 - 7 
above, and further in view of Ikkatai (US 5,363,132). Ikkatai teaches the desirability of means 
for moving the head near or away from a recording medium. See columns 1 and 2 of Ikkatai, for 
example. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the method of 
Kato et al, as modified by Jones et al, Chocholaty et al, Ishii et al and Love, with the step of 
moving the head near or away in view of Ikkatai so as to protect the head from contaminants 
when not imaging. 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al in 
view of Jones et al, Chocholaty et al, Ishii et al. and Love as applied to claims 1, 2, and 5-7 
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above, and further in view of Gasparrini (US 5,322,015). Gasparrini teaches the desirability of 
removing dust during printing. See the paragraph bridging columns 5 and 6 of Gasparrini, for 
example. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the method of 
Kato et al., as modified by Jones et al., Chocholaty et al., Ishii et al. and Love, with the step of 
removing dust during printing in view of Gasparrini so as to reduce contamination of the printing 
cylinders. 

Claims 12 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et 
al. in view of Jones et al., Chocholaty et al., Ishii et al., and Love as apphed to claims 1, 2, and 5 
- 7 above, and further in view of Miura et al. (US 5,988,782). Miura et al. teach the 
conventionality of stirring the ink within a tank and cleaning the ink jet head. See the Abstract 
and column 17 line 1 of Miura et al., for example. Note also paragraph [0107] of Kato et al It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the method of Kato et al., 
as modified by Jones et al., Chocholaty et al., Ishii et al. and Love, with a means for stirring the 
ink and means for cleaning the head in view of Miura et al. so as to provide a consistent ink 
composition to the head and remove contaminants from the head. 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al, in 
view of Jones et al, Chocholaty et al., Ishii et al., and Love as applied to claims 1, 2, and 5 - 7 
above, and further in view of Mayrhofer et al. (US 4,846,065). Kato et al., as modified by Jones 
et al., Chocholaty et al., Ishii et al., and Love, do not teach coating the plate cylinder with a heat 
insulator. Mayrhofer et al. teach the desirability of coating a plate cylinder with a heat insulator 
(12) to prevent dissipation of heat into the plate cylinder. See the Abstract of Mayrhofer et al., 
for example. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the method 
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of Kato et al., as modified by Jones et al., Chocholaty et al., Ishii et al, and Love, with a plate 
cylinder coated with a heat insulator in view of Mayrhofer et al. to prevent the plate cylinder 
from readily dissipating the heat used to fix the ink image on the printing plate. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. See column 16 lines 54 - 55 of Tsubuko et al. ('048) and column 6 lines 12 - 19 of 
Yamamoto et al. ('8 15). 

Applicant's arguments filed April 21, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant's argument that there is no motivation to combine the references is not 
persuasive since Jones et al. teach that heat roll fixing Inkjet images is known and Love teaches 
the desirability of imaging printing plates in press. The additional reference to Chocholaty et al. 
further teaches controlling the ink concentration in the recited manner so as to provide the proper 
printing contrast. Applicant has not sufficiently refuted the prima facie case of obviousness of 
providing an ink jet printing method with each of the known and desirable steps recited in claim 
L 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final acfion is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen R. Funk whose telephone number is (571) 272-2164. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor. Drew Hirshfeld, can be reached at (571) 272-2168. 

The fax phone number for ALL official papers is (703) 872-9306. Upon consulting with 
the examiner unofficial papers only may be faxed directly to the examiner at (571) 273-2164. 



SRF 

May 17, 2004 




PRIMARY EXAMfWER 



